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This is Ed Arnold from Atlanta, Georgia.  Address here is 421
Clifton Road, Atlanta 30307.  My phone number here is (404) 371-
1849.  Just as a citizen, I’m concerned that this MOX idea has
progressed.  Contrast, putting these things in the ground as they
are with processing the pits, changing into the MOX fuel,
transporting them from place to place as they need to be, getting
the extra plutonium out into the commercial sector where there is
more security risk, running the risk of higher temperatures and
more hazardous waste at the commercial sites and as I understand
it, the EIS does not include anything about final placement either
for fuel use at the commercial sites or spent fuel disposal after its
finished.  Contrast that with just putting these things in the
ground.  I don’t understand you.  I, I have spoken with people who
say Russians say, well we have to do it because the U.S. is doing
it.  One justification I would thought might be the case was that we
wanted to do it so we’d know something the technology so that
we could help the Russians if anything went wrong.  Well if they
are doing it because we are doing it and, I just don’t understand
you.  Good-bye.

PD057–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  The
MOX approach was recommended by NAS as an effective means for
managing surplus plutonium, and was endorsed by those elements of the
international scientific community involved in studies of plutonium
disposition.  Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use
of plutonium, a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the
following strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE
site, it would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited
exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility
would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition
program.  For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the
participating reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium,
and the irradiation would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be
produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial
reactors.  Spent fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected
to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some
of the LEU assemblies.  Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very
small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential
geologic repository.

The direct-disposition alternative (i.e., direct placement of plutonium into the
ground) was eliminated by the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD, mainly
because the plutonium would be more retrievable and thus less proliferation
resistant.  DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.
Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United
States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing
either approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides the best
opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar
options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends
the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce
stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that
would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.
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SCD51–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD51–2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Preparation of this SPD EIS involved carefully obtaining comparable data on
all of the alternatives, analyzing such data consistently using well-recognized
and accepted procedures, and presenting the results in a full and open manner.
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SCD51–3 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for DOE to make the correct
decision.
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SCD84–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is
preferred for the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities because
the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD81–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is
preferred for the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities because
the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD88–1 Ecological Resources

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding natural wildlife habitat
and recognizes the importance of protecting the ecological resources at SRS.
To accommodate the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, the
fence in F-Area would need to be moved to incorporate more land.  However,
this parcel of land has been previously disturbed by past actions.  Prior to
construction, the proposed site would be surveyed for nests of migratory
birds and consultations with USFWS and the South Carolina Department of
Natural Resources would ensure that any appropriate mitigation actions
would be implemented as needed to protect sensitive habitat or species.



Comment Documents and Responses—Georgia

3–113

S
C

D
88

B
O

O
K

E
R

, 
SA

M
P

A
G

E
 2

 O
F
 2

1



S
urplus P

lutonium
 D

isposition F
inal E

nvironm
ental Im

pact S
ta

tem
ent

3
–

1
1

4

PD047

BUSS, NANCY
PAGE 1 OF 1

This is Nancy Buss calling from Atlanta, Georgia.  I just
wanted to say that I think that the MOX fuel facilities do not
sound like a good idea.  It seems to me that we should be
getting rid of all nuclear fuel plants because so far we have
not found any good way to contain the waste products.  I
think the Department of Energy would do much better to put
its resources and expertise behind solar power and things,
wind power and things like that that can be renewed and are
passive power sources, as far as contaminating the
environment.  Thank you very much.

1

PD047–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  By
fabricating MOX fuel from surplus plutonium, the United States is not
encouraging domestic or foreign commercial use of plutonium as an energy
source.  Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of
plutonium, a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following
strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, the
facility would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited
exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the facility would be
shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be
produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial
reactors.  Spent fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected
to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some
of the LEU assemblies.  Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very
small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential
geologic repository.

Through various programs in addition to the surplus plutonium disposition
program, DOE is engaged in innovative technology development for
energy production.
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This is Emily Calhoun.  I am a resident of Banks County,
Georgia.  I am calling to protest the proposal to allow utility
companies to generate electricity from plutonium.  That stuff
is too hot to handle.  It is highly radioactive.  It is very
dangerous.  It should be immobilized.  It should certainly not
be used as fuel.  We should develop renewable energy
sources.  Thank you.

1

PD053–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the immobilization approach.
However, DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach.
Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the
United States important insurance against potential disadvantages of
implementing either approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides
the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement
similar options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it
sends the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to
reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner
that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.

Through various programs in addition to the surplus plutonium disposition
program, DOE is engaged in innovative technology development for
energy production.
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FD315–1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the MOX approach.
As part of the procurement process, bidders were asked to provide
environmental information to support their proposals.  This information was
analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOE source selection
board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services
contract.  DOE then prepared an Environmental Synopsis on the basis of the
Environmental Critique, which was released to the public as Appendix P of
the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in April 1999.  This Supplement included
a description of the affected environment around the three proposed reactor
sites, and analyses of the potential environmental impacts of operating these
reactors using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of this SPD EIS, respectively).
During the 45-day period for public comment on the Supplement, DOE held
a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on June 15, 1999, and invited comments.
Responses to those comments are provided in Volume III, Chapter 4.

FD315–2 MOX Approach

Although no domestic, commercial reactors use MOX fuel, several are in fact
designed to do so, and others can easily and safely accommodate a partial
MOX core.  Electricity is generated from MOX fuel in Europe, and a
demonstration of the process was conducted in the United States in the
early 1970s.  While plutonium from warheads may never have been used in
MOX fuel, its behavior in fuel is essentially the same as that of
non-weapons-grade plutonium, and thus does not present a situation different
from the MOX fuel experience to date.  Reactor-grade and weapons-grade
plutonium are chemically indistinguishable.  The difference is isotopic: there
is less plutonium 239 (and therefore more plutonium 240) in reactor-grade
plutonium than in plutonium that was produced for use in weapons.  However,
since plutonium 240 is not fissile, it is the amount of plutonium 239 that
dominates criticality concerns.  MOX fuel, regardless of the origin of the
plutonium, has a higher flux than LEU fuel, and thus can cause more wear on
the reactor than LEU fuel.  However, this is taken into account when
developing fuel management strategy.  Section 4.28 was revised to include
reactor-specific analyses, including accident analyses, for the reactors
proposed to irradiate MOX fuel.
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Use of MOX fuel should not increase the cost of reactor operation or
decommissioning.  Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking
process, this SPD EIS contains environmental impact data and does not
address the costs associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost
report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable
Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the
site-specific cost estimates for each alternative, was made available around
the same time as the SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

FD315–3 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry.  Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.  The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased.  If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.  The commercial
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.

The MOX approach is not intended to affect the viability of nuclear power
generation at any particular reactor.  DCS does not have to continue to use
MOX fuel if it determines that it is uneconomical to operate the reactor.  This
ensures that DOE is not driving the continuation of reactor operations solely
for the surplus plutonium disposition program.  Furthermore, DCS would
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only be reimbursed for costs solely and exclusively related to MOX fuel
irradiation.  This would ensure that the taxpayers were not underwriting
otherwise uneconomical electricity-generating assets.

FD315–4 MOX Approach

This comment is addressed in response FD315–3.

FD315–5 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

As discussed in Section 2.1.3, if DOE decides to implement alternatives that
require MOX fuel fabrication, then the MOX fuel would be irradiated in the
Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna reactors.  As described in Section 2.4.3.2,
MOX fuel is produced with a process similar to that for the production of
traditional LEU fuel for commercial power reactors.  The use of MOX fuel is
intended to be revenue neutral for participating utilities and transparent to
their customers.  The use of MOX fuel would not be expected to alter the
customer base for participating utilities.

MOX fuel would displace traditional LEU fuel in participating reactors.
However, the purpose of the alternatives that include MOX fuel would not
be to compete with traditional LEU fuel or renewable energy sources.  DOE
acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the production and use of
plutonium.  As discussed in Section 1.2, the goal of the surplus plutonium
disposition program is to reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation
worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus plutonium in the United
States in an environmentally safe and timely manner.

FD315

4

5

1
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1

FD316–1 Environmental Justice

A public hearing on the SPD Draft EIS was held in North Augusta,
South Carolina, on August 13, 1998.  A special outreach effort was made to
make “People of Color and disenfranchised communities” aware of the hearing.
This was done by advertising in print media and on radio stations
recommended by organizations that represent these communities.  Further,
special transportation support was offered to ensure that members of these
communities were able to attend the hearing, and the hearing was held after
normal working hours so that they would not have to miss work.  Copies of
the SPD Draft EIS were mailed to members of these communities, as well as
organizations that represent them, in advance of the hearing.  In addition to
the hearing, DOE provided several other means to solicit comments: mail, a
toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site.

A period of 60 days was allowed for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS,
and DOE accepted comments submitted by various means: public hearings,
mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site.  Although it did
not extend the comment period, DOE did consider all comments received
after the close of that period.  All comments were given equal consideration
and responded to.  As shown in Chapter 4 of Volume I, implementation of the
alternatives for disposition of surplus plutonium at SRS would likely pose no
significant risk to public health regardless of the minority and economic
status of individuals in the population.  Chapter 4 also includes Environmental
Justice sections for all alternatives on the potential impacts on minority or
low-income populations.  Appendix M describes the process that was used
to determine these impacts.



S
urplus P

lutonium
 D

isposition F
inal E

nvironm
ental Im

pact S
ta

tem
ent

3
–

1
2

0

MD332

CITIZENS  FOR ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE
M ILDRED  MCCLAIN
PAGE 1 OF 10

1

MD332–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The public comment period on the SPD Draft EIS was extended from 45 days
to 60 days.  During this comment period, public hearings were held in areas
that would be directly affected by implementation of the alternatives.  DOE
also accepted comments submitted by various other means: mail, a toll-free
telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site.  The various channels of
communication were open to all interested individuals and organizations,
and provided for regional and nationwide comment on the EIS.  DOE did
consider all comments received after the close of that period.  All comments
were given equal consideration and responded to.

The Summary of this SPD EIS provides an overview of the proposed actions
and their potential impacts, and Section 2.18 provides, in layman’s terms, a
summary of impacts by alternative.  As discussed in Chapter 4 of Volume I,
implementation of the alternatives would pose no significant risk to human
health or the environment downstream from the proposed facilities during
normal operations.
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MD332–2 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

The technologies to be used in the pit conversion facility are not unproven.
They are, for the most part, technologies that have been used for some time
by DOE to perform different functions.  DOE is now engaged in a
demonstration project that will bring these technologies together in one
place so that the engineering design and performance parameters of various
types of pits can be determined (Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Demonstration EA [DOE/EA-1207, August 1998]).  This would allow DOE to
design and operate a pit conversion facility in a safe and efficient manner.
Since 1994, the public has been involved in providing input to the
decisionmakers on how to proceed with the disposition of surplus plutonium.
The pit conversion facility has been part of a large number of environmental
reviews and technical, economic, and nonproliferation studies that have
been made public and for which DOE has solicited comments.

MD332–3 Air Quality and Noise

Appendix J was revised to include expected radiological release quantities
from the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities.  Appendix J.4.2.1
presents the expected radiological release quantities for the pit conversion
facility at SRS.  The radiological impacts on air at SRS are discussed in
Section 4.4.2.4 for Alternative 3 and in corresponding sections for the other
alternatives.  Impacts on water at SRS are discussed in Section 4.26.4.2.

MD332–4 MOX RFP

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had been
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor-
specific information.  As part of the procurement process, bidders were asked
to provide environmental information to support their proposals.  This
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOE
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services contract.  DOE then prepared an Environmental Synopsis
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the public
as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in April 1999.  This
Supplement included a description of the affected environment around the
three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the potential environmental

CITIZENS  FOR ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE
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impacts of operating these reactors using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of
this SPD EIS, respectively).  During the 45-day period for public comment on
the Supplement, DOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on
June 15, 1999, and invited comments.  Responses to those comments are
provided in Volume III, Chapter 4.

MD332–5 Facility Accidents

As discussed in the Emergency Preparedness sections in Chapter 3 of Volume
I, each candidate site has an established emergency management program
that would be activated in the event of an accident.  Based on the decisions
made in the SPD EIS ROD, site emergency management programs would be
modified to consider new accidents not in the current program.  These
modifications would include training medical facilities’ personnel and local
emergency responders in accordance with DOE Order 151.1, Comprehensive
Emergency Management System.

MD332–6 DOE Policy

In order to address security against terrorist-related incidents, all intersite
shipments of plutonium for the surplus plutonium disposition program would
be made using DOE’s SST/SGT system.  This involves having couriers that
are armed Federal officers, an armored tractor to protect the crew from attack,
and specially designed escort vehicles containing advanced communications
equipment and additional couriers.  Further, the disposition facilities proposed
in this SPD EIS are all at locations where plutonium would have the levels of
protection and control required by applicable DOE safeguards and security
directives.  Site personnel work with local, State, and Federal emergency
responders and authorities and have plans and procedures in place to ensure
appropriate and prompt coordination of efforts when responding to
terrorist threats.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD332–5.

CITIZENS  FOR ENVIRONMENTAL  JUSTICE
M ILDRED  MCCLAIN
PAGE 3 OF 10
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MD332–7 Water Resources

As described in Section 4.26.4.2, the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities at SRS would not use water from the Savannah River.  Groundwater
supplied by the central domestic water supply system would be used.  There
are redundant systems to prevent a release of contaminants from the proposed
facilities.  In addition, systems are included that continuously monitor for
leaks, allowing early detection and response.  If an accident were to release
contaminants to the environment, containment and then cleanup would
be conducted.

MD332–8 Transportation

DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division is responsible for selecting and
training the couriers that operate and escort the SST/SGTs.  To be considered
for selection as a courier, one must pass a background investigation and
receive DOE’s highest security clearance, be certified to operate SST/SGTs,
possess mental alertness, and meet physical performance requirements.
Couriers are initially trained in firearms, tactics, and driving and receive
specialized training in physical fitness, communications, radiation, and
hazards/detection.  The emergency management training for couriers includes
the above-mentioned areas and nuclear weapons safety, hazardous materials
safety, emergency response training, general firefighting, fire prevention,
and explosive hazards.

MD332–9 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the safety of nuclear
materials.  Accident analyses for SRS are summarized in the Facility Accidents
section in Chapter 4 of Volume I for alternatives that include SRS.

SRS has an emergency management program that includes emergency
planning, preparedness, and response in the event of an accident.  The
Emergency Preparedness Facility at SRS provides overall direction and control
for onsite responses to emergencies and coordinates with Federal, State, and
local agencies and officials on the technical aspects of the emergency.
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MD332–10 DOE Policy

Funding for the surplus plutonium disposition program is appropriated
annually by the U.S. Congress.  DOE, in its 5-year budget plan, has notified
both the Office of Management and Budget and the Congress about the
funding level required to implement the surplus plutonium disposition
program.  This budget plan includes funds for maintaining the public outreach
program.  Since its creation, MD has supported a vigorous public participation
policy and will continue to provide the public with information and maintain
communication mechanisms (e.g., mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line,
MD Web site) to facilitate public input.

MD332–11 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes
and specific processing locations would be discussed.  These plans are
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials.  The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997).

The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed
planning with DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division.  The dates and
times that specific transportation routes would be used for special nuclear
materials are classified information; however, the number of shipments that
would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS.  Additional
details are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT
Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on
the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com or by calling (202) 586-5368.

The commentor’s recommendations are consistent with DOE policy.  As part
of the development of a transportation plan, details of emergency
preparedness, security, and coordination of DOE with local emergency
response authorities would be addressed before any hazardous material was
shipped.  Any additional training or equipment needed would be provided as
part of the planning process.  In addition to direct Federal assistance to State,
tribal, and local governments for maintaining emergency response programs,
there are national emergency response plans under which DOE provides
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radiological monitoring and assessment assistance.  Under these plans, DOE
provides technical advice and assistance to the State, tribal, and local agencies
who might be involved in responding to a radiological incident.  DOE
anticipates that transportation of plutonium pits, nonpit plutonium, MOX
fuel, and HEU (i.e., special nuclear materials) required to disposition surplus
plutonium would be done through DOE’s SST/SGT system.  Appendix L.3.2
provides a description of this system.  As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic
fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures
or vehicle emissions are expected.

MD332–12 Human Health Risk

All potential impacts are addressed in detail for each alternative in Chapter 4
of Volume I.  The SRS Cumulative Impacts section (Section 4.32.4.4) provides
information about incremental exposures that may be associated with surplus
plutonium disposition activities.

MD332–13 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

At the time DOE issued the SPD Draft EIS, it believed the gallium content in
the plutonium dioxide feed specifications for MOX fuel could be reached
using the dry, thermal gallium removal method included in the pit conversion
process.  However, in response to public interest on this topic and to ensure
adequate NEPA review in the event that the gallium specification could not
be met with the thermal process, an evaluation of the potential environmental
impacts of including a small-scale aqueous process (referred to as plutonium
polishing) as part of either the pit conversion or MOX facility was presented
in Appendix N of the SPD Draft EIS.

On the basis of public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the
analysis performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has included
plutonium polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate
impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide in order to eliminate the concern
of gallium reacting with the zirconium metal of the MOX fuel rods.  Appendix N
was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein were
added to the impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of
Volume I.  Section 2.4.3 was also revised to include the impacts associated
with plutonium polishing.   While it is true that plutonium polishing would
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add to the amount of LLW and TRU waste generated, this amount of waste
should be a small fraction of the total amount of these waste types generated
at the candidate sites.  For example, at SRS, which is the preferred site for the
MOX facility, the addition of the plutonium-polishing process would be
expected to increase the site’s projected generation of LLW and TRU waste
by less than 1 percent and 2 percent, respectively.  Section 4.32.4 discusses
the cumulative impacts of the proposed action at SRS; Sections 4.32.1, 4.32.2,
and 4.32.3, the cumulative impacts of the proposed action at  Hanford, INEEL,
and Pantex, respectively.

The commentor is correct in stating that the use of plutonium would require
a license modification, but the modifications needed at the reactors and to
handle the spent fuel are expected to be small.  Any required reactor
modifications would, nevertheless, be conducted in accordance with
associated NRC license modification procedures.  Section 4.28 was revised
to provide reactor-specific analyses.

The purpose of the Comment Response Document is to address comments
on environmental impact issues considered in this SPD EIS.  The portion of
this comment relating to cost has been forwarded to the cost analysis team
for consideration.  The Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and
Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, is available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

MD332–14 MOX Approach

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had been
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor-
specific information.  As part of the procurement process, bidders were asked
to provide environmental information to support their proposals.  This
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOE
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services contract.  DOE then prepared an Environmental Synopsis
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the public
as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in April 1999.  This
Supplement included a description of the affected environment around the
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three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the potential environmental
impacts of operating these reactors using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of
this SPD EIS, respectively).  During the 45-day period for public comment on
the Supplement, DOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on
June 15, 1999, and invited comments.  Responses to those comments are
provided in Volume III, Chapter 4.  The reactors selected as a result of the
procurement are Catawba in York, South Carolina; McGuire in Huntersville,
North Carolina; and North Anna in Mineral, Virginia.

MD332–15 Cost

This comment is addressed in response MD332–13.

MD332–16 Candidate Sites

The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act is listed in
Chapter 5.  Activities for the surplus plutonium disposition program would
be conducted in accordance with all applicable regulations, including
community right-to-know laws.

MD332–17 Other

The DOE Education in Science, Technology, Energy, Engineering, and Math
(ESTEEM) program offers a wide range of technology-, math-, and
science-related education programs for students at various grade levels.
Information on ESTEEM, including types of activities offered and points of
contact, can be obtained on the Web at http://www.sandia.gov/ESTEEM/
home.htm or by contacting Samuel Rodriguez, Assistant Director of Science
for Communications and Science Education and Chair, DOE’s ESTEEM
Education Council, by email at: Samuel.Rodriguez@oer.doe.gov or by phone
at: (202) 586-7141.

MD332–18 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Each of the DOE candidate sites that could be involved in the surplus
plutonium disposition program conducts public outreach and education
programs in the surrounding communities, and all have a Citizens’
Advisory Board.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD332–1.
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MD332–19 Environmental Justice

Per the commentor’s recommendation, Section S.7 of the Summary was revised
to include the results of DOE’s analysis of environmental justice concerns.
Chapter 4 of Volume I includes Environmental Justice sections, which provide
analyses of the potential impacts on minority or low-income populations for
each of the alternatives considered.  Appendix M describes the process that
was used to determine these impacts and gives additional detail on the
minority and low-income populations surrounding each of the
candidate sites.

MD332–20 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the drivers in the
decisionmaking process for locating the surplus plutonium disposition
program at SRS.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at
SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports,
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

MD332–21 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the criteria used in
the decisionmaking process for locating the pit conversion facility at SRS.
As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversion
facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing,
and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions and takes
advantage of existing infrastructure.
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MD332–22 MOX Approach

The use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not a new concept.
The fabrication of MOX fuel and its use in commercial reactors have been
accomplished in Western Europe, and electricity was generated on a
demonstration basis in the United States in the late 1970s.  Several
U.S. commercial reactors were designed to use MOX fuel, and others can
easily and safely accommodate a partial MOX fuel core.  The lead assemblies
for test irradiation would be inserted into selected reactors as part of the fuel
qualification program before full-scale operation was undertaken (see
Section 2.17).

MD332–23 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

This SPD EIS does provide analyses of the potential impacts of implementing
each of the alternatives considered.  Those analyses show that the disposition
of surplus plutonium would have no significant environmental impacts on
Savannah, Georgia, or other communities on the Savannah River from normal
operations.  The Summary of the SPD EIS can be used as the
suggested booklet.

MD332
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1

FD231–1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding NRC regulation of
DOE facilities.  Because NRC regulations are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS,
this comment has been forwarded to the DOE team addressing external
regulation and to the DOE Savannah River Operations office.
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1

FD262–1 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about the NWPA.  The status
of the Nuclear Waste Fund implementation is beyond the scope of this
SPD EIS.
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1

FD299–1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding NRC regulation of
DOE facilities.  Since NRC regulations are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS
and the comments do not directly relate to the surplus plutonium disposition
program, this comment has been forwarded to the DOE team addressing
external regulation and to the DOE Savannah River Operations office.
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MD322–1 Human Health Risk

As explained in the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS, DOE has eliminated as
unreasonable the eight alternatives in the SPD Draft EIS that would involve
use of portions of Building 221–F with a new annex at SRS for plutonium
conversion and immobilization.  It was determined that the amount of space
required for the immobilization facility would be significantly larger than
originally planned.  These new space requirements mean that the annex to be
built alongside Building 221–F would be very close in size and environmental
impacts to the new immobilization facility alternatives at SRS.  Therefore, this
SPD EIS only presents the alternatives involving a completely new
immobilization facility at SRS.

MD322–2 Immobilization

Proposed modifications to the in-tank precipitation (ITP) process are
independent of the modifications needed at DWPF to support the surplus
plutonium disposition program.  The use of DWPF to support plutonium
immobilization produces only a few additional glass canisters and is unlikely
to delay the waste vitrification program significantly or to cause increased
risks associated with liquid HLW management.  DOE is presently considering
a replacement process for the ITP process at SRS.  The ITP process was
intended to separate soluble high-activity radionuclides (i.e., cesium,
strontium, uranium, and plutonium) from liquid HLW before vitrifying the
high-activity fraction of the waste in DWPF.  The ITP process as presently
configured cannot achieve production goals and safety requirements for
processing HLW.  Three alternative processes are being evaluated by DOE:
ion exchange, small tank precipitation, and direct grout.  DOE’s preferred
immobilization technology (can-in-canister) and immobilization site (SRS) are
dependent upon DWPF providing vitrified HLW with sufficient radioactivity.
DOE is confident that the technical solution will be available at SRS by using
radioactive cesium from the ion exchange or small tank precipitation process.
A supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0082-S2) on the operation of DWPF and
associated ITP alternatives is being prepared.
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MD322–3 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

Pit disassembly and conversion is a common technology required for
implementation of both the hybrid alternatives and the immobilization-only
alternatives.  The plutonium dioxide produced by the pit conversion facility
can be used for either the immobilization or MOX approach.  Neither
gadolinium nor hafnium is present in pit plutonium metal in concentrations of
concern for MOX fuel production.  On the basis of public comments received
on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis performed as part of the MOX
procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing as a component of the
MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity (e.g., gallium) removal from the
plutonium dioxide.  Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, and the
impacts discussed therein were added to the impacts sections presented for
the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I.  Section 2.18.3 was also revised to
include the impacts associated with plutonium polishing.

Additional processing needed only for MOX fuel fabrication would occur in
the MOX facility, not the pit conversion facility.  Controls would be put in
place to ensure that any contaminants removed during the
plutonium-polishing process would not contaminate the MOX fuel fabrication
line.  As indicated by the analyses, the addition of this process is not expected
to materially affect the ability of the candidate sites to handle MOX
fuel fabrication.

GEORGIA  DEPARTMENT  OF NATURAL  RESOURCES
JAMES L. SETSER
PAGE 3 OF 29
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MD322–4 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the technical issues
associated with pit disassembly and conversion.  These issues are the subject
of ongoing R&D activities at INEEL, LANL, LLNL, and ORNL.  These activities
are expected to reduce technical risk and ensure that design, construction,
and operation of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities can
be conducted efficiently and effectively, and within reasonable cost and
schedule constraints.  The largest of these activities is the pit disassembly
and conversion demonstration project at LANL, a full-scale pit disassembly
and conversion line similar to what would be used in the proposed facility.
This demonstration project and other R&D activities are described in Pit
Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA (DOE/EA-1207,
August 1998), which is available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com.

MD322–5 Human Health Risk

Sections 4.4.2.4 and 4.6.2.4 present radiological impacts of operating the pit
conversion facility at SRS and Pantex, respectively.  As shown in the tables
regarding impacts to the public, the anticipated dose to the population
surrounding SRS from pit conversion facility operations would be
1.6 person-rem/yr (average dose would be 0.0020 mrem/yr), and for Pantex
would be 0.58 person-rem/yr (average dose would be 0.0019 mrem/yr); this
difference of about 2.8 times is due mainly to the larger population surrounding
SRS.  As shown in the tables regarding impacts to workers, the worker
population dose at the pit conversion facility is 192 person-rem/yr whether
the facility is located at Pantex or SRS.  The average worker dose is expected
to be 500 mrem/yr to involved workers at either site.

Regardless of where the pit conversion facility is operated, DOE policy places
safety and environmental considerations above other program goals.  DOE
dose limit requirements (DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation Protection of the
Public and the Environment, and 10 CFR 835, Occupational Radiation
Protection) have been established to protect and ensure the safety and
health of the public and workers.  In addition, protection of the public and
workers is considered by DOE in the design, location, and construction of
its facilities.
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MD322–6 Facility Accidents

As used in this SPD EIS, the respirable fraction is the mass fraction of airborne
material estimated to have less than a 10-micron aerodynamic equivalent
diameter (AED).  Use of this definition is common practice within DOE and is
included in Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable Fractions for
Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities (DOE-HDBK-3010-94, October 1994).
Section 1.2 of the handbook discusses respirable fraction in detail, citing
other definitions that have been used historically by a variety of organizations,
and concludes that “use of a 10 [micron] AED cut-size for respirable particles
is considered conservative, and may even be overly conservative since the
mass is a cube function of particle diameter.”

MD322–7 Facility Accidents

There is no direct connection between deposition velocity and respirable
fraction.  Deposition velocity reflects the rate of removal of material from the
plume to ground-level surfaces, whereas respirable fraction is the mass fraction
of the particulate matter that can be inhaled.  As implemented, respirable
fraction was used in defining the source term, so that the released plume can
be considered 100 percent respirable.  Deposition velocity was set to zero, so
that no material is assumed to be removed from the plume by this mechanism,
thus increasing predicted downwind concentrations and inhalation dose
(the most significant dose pathway).

MD322–8 Facility Accidents

MACCS2 is a standard, accepted code for analyzing the impacts of accidents
in EISs and for comparison of alternatives in NEPA documents.  The MACCS2
dose conversion factor of 8.33×10-5 sieverts/becquerel (3.08×10-8 rem/ci)  for
a 50-year committed effective dose equivalent from plutonium 239 for the
inhaled chronic dose pathway to the whole body alleviated the need to
assess dose on an organ-specific basis.  The presence of other nuclides from
the aged plutonium was accounted for by scaling the plutonium 239 dose
factor against like factors for the other contributing nuclides in proportion to
their presence.

GEORGIA  DEPARTMENT  OF NATURAL  RESOURCES
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MD322–9 Facility Accidents

Discussion on the use of the inhalation pathway for consequence estimation
is in Appendix K.1.4.2.  The inhalation dose as presented provides an
appropriate basis for assessment of impacts and for comparison of alternatives
in this SPD EIS.

MD322–10 Facility Accidents

The MACCS2 code does calculate the centerline ground-level plume
concentration; it is not a (crosswind) sector averaged model.  Perhaps the
commentor is thinking of the GENII code, which is a sector-averaged code.  It
is not clear what the commentor means by, “DOE need to further elaborate
why the MEL’s (sic)  maximum exposure would be 100 meters under neutral
(Class D) atmospheric conditions and 500 meters under stable (Class F)
atmospheric conditions.”

As implemented, MACCS2 sampled over a year’s worth of meteorological
data.  For each sample, doses were determined along the plume centerline (for
MEI and noninvolved worker) and for each fine grid element within each
sector under the plume (for the population dose).  Appendix K discusses the
assumptions used and the accident analyzes conducted.
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MD322–11 Facility Accidents

DOE acknowledges the comment that inhalation pathways represent the
greatest risk of exposure.  This is accounted for in the MACCS2 model as
discussed in Appendix K.1.4.2.

MD322–12 Facility Accidents

The selection of accidents for this SPD EIS was done in accordance with
Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Assessments and
Environmental Impact Statements (DOE Office of NEPA Oversight,
May 1993).  Design basis events were developed based on categorizing
accidents into types of events, and a bounding consequence was determined
for each type.  The potential for accidents beyond the design basis was
examined down to a frequency of 1.0×10-7 per year.  This differs from the
process-specific analysis, such as fire-hazards analysis, that would be
performed in conjunction with the conceptual design package and the analysis
performed for the SAR.  It is these latter analyses that are used to determine
the adequacy of engineered and administrative safety systems, and through
which a commitment is made to preserve these protections as part of the
operational safety basis.

MD322–13 Facility Accidents

The Facility Accidents sections in Chapter 4 of Volume I present a
characterization of the spectrum of potential accident scenarios that are implicit
in the particular alternatives.  Each accident is conservatively developed by
type, so is therefore considered to bound the accident risk.

MD322–14 Facility Accidents

There is no connection between ground activity and respirable-size particles.
The respirable fraction is determined by the material form and scenario
phenomenology and is based on recommendations in DOE-HDBK-3010-94,
Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable Fractions for Nonreactor
Nuclear Facilities.  For example, the respirable fraction associated with fires
in the MOX facility is 0.01, or 1 percent of the airborne material.
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MD322–15 Facility Accidents

This SPD EIS uses 10-m (33-ft) meteorological data.  These are the most
appropriate data for use in calculating ground-level concentrations for
nonbouyant plumes released at the stack heights analyzed.  The vertical
component of turbulence is not an important factor in determining downwind
concentrations under the assumed release conditions.

MD322–16 Facility Accidents

All plumes released as a result of facility accidents were conservatively
assumed to be nonbuoyant.  This is reasonable for fires because significant
cooling is possible in transit from the fire site to the release point.  DOE has
not used different MEI locations as a function of atmospheric stability.  The
MEI is located at the fence line, in the direction downwind from the release
point.  The MEI location changes for each run within the MACCS2 code
because the wind direction changes for each run.  This is why there is no
single location associated with the MEI dose.
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18

19

20

21

MD322–17 Facility Accidents

The commentor is correct in identifying large differences between new
construction and Building 221–F with respect to structural response to a
design basis seismic event.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD322–1.

MD322–18 Facility Accidents

The practice of setting the deposition velocity to zero so that the material that
might otherwise be deposited on the ground surface remains airborne and
available for inhalation is considered conservative for all analyzed accidents.
The respirable fractions used for plutonium fires and explosions are from
DOE-HDBK-3010-94, Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities, and are based on experiments
of the phenomena in question.  Airborne material that is not respirable will
not subsequently become respirable because there is no mechanism for
getting energy inside the particles to further subdivide them.  The process of
deposition and subsequent resuspension would tend to result in
agglomeration rather than subdivision, so that the quantity of resuspended
material that is respirable would be much less than that amount of respirable
material in the original plume whose presence can be attributed to the neglect
of deposition.

MD322–19 Facility Accidents

The 10-min release duration assumption does not imply that the source term
has been truncated; it is simply assumed that the entirety of the source term
is released at a constant rate over a 10-min duration.  The effect of differing
assumptions concerning release duration is discussed in Appendix K.1.4.2.
The two factors affecting doses as release duration changes are plume
meander and the larger variety of meteorological conditions involved in any
given run for longer-duration releases.  The effect on dose of these two
considerations is as follows.  Plume meander decreases individual dose with
increasing release duration and tends to narrow the distribution of population
doses with increasing release duration.  A larger variety of meteorological
conditions tends to narrow the distribution of both individual and population
doses toward the mean dose with increasing release duration.  Both factors
would tend to lower (i.e., reduce conservatism of) predicted doses reported
in this SPD EIS.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD322–18.
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MD322–20 Facility Accidents

As discussed in the Emergency Preparedness sections in Chapter 3 of Volume
I, each candidate site has an established emergency management program,
including response time requirements, that would be activated in the event of
an accident..  Site hazard surveys are periodically updated and would be
modified to reflect any new hazards including those based on the decisions
made in the SPD EIS ROD.  These modifications would include development
of revised intervention criteria, if needed, in accordance with DOE Order 151.1,
Comprehensive Emergency Management System.  The MOX facility would
also be required to comply with 10 CFR 70, Domestic Licensing of Special
Nuclear Material, which requires emergency plans that include provisions
for notification, response, and coordination.

MD322–21 Facility Accidents

The dose calculations were performed in a conservative manner.  To maximize
the radionuclide concentrations in the atmosphere (and thus the inhalation
dose), the deposition velocity of radionuclides onto the ground from the
plume was taken to be zero.  While this precludes the resuspension pathway,
the increased dose associated with inhaling the radioactivity in the plume
from which no radioactivity has been removed by deposition, is greater than
the dose that would result from inhaling radioactivity in resuspended material.
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MD322–22 Transportation

The commentor is correct.  All shipments of plutonium and HEU, including
new MOX fuel shipments, would be made using DOE’s SST/SGT system.
LLW and TRU waste would be shipped in commercial trucks, not SST/SGTs.

MD322–23 Transportation

DOE’s internal and external reviews and assessments are designed to achieve
a path of continuous improvement in its transportation and emergency
management programs.  However, the comments are beyond the scope of
this SPD EIS and have been forwarded to DOE’s Transportation Safeguards
Division for review.  DOE is currently analyzing the issues raised in the
independent oversight evaluation and will take appropriate action
as necessary.
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26

MD322–24 Transportation

DOE is working very closely with State and tribal representatives to upgrade
the transportation tracking and communication (TRANSCOM) system.  The
shipment of special nuclear materials using SST/SGTs does not involve the
use of TRANSCOM.  DOE Order 5610.14, Transportation Safeguards System
Program Operations, specifically requires independent and redundant
communications systems between vehicles in an SST/SGT convoy and with
SECOM (a secure communications system operated by DOE).  For security
reasons, State and tribal representatives are not given access to this system.
DOE has a system to liaison with State transportation and safety organizations
on SST/SGT shipments.

MD322–25 Transportation
The consequences of a Category VIII accident occurring in suburban and
urban zones are shown in Tables L–8 and L–9.  However, a Category VIII
accident in suburban and urban zones would have a frequency of less than 1
in 10 million years and would not be a foreseeable accident.  Appendix L was
revised to describe the maximum foreseeable offsite transportation accident
as occurring in a rural zone.  Because the total mileage in urban and suburban
zones is much lower than in rural zones, accidents are less likely to occur in
urban and suburban zones.

MD322–26 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about transporting surplus
plutonium.  The subject of emergency response and subsequent cleanup of
an accident that involves the release of nuclear materials, both special nuclear
material and waste, is a topic of continuing discussion and planning between
DOE and State, local, and tribal officials.  Several venues, such as DOE’s
State and Tribal Governments Working Group and the Southern States Energy
Board, are being used to facilitate these discussions.  DOE’s Transportation
Safeguards Division has a formal liaison program with the States related to
the transportation of special nuclear materials.

No credit was taken for interdiction or other activities that could be taken
after a transportation accident involving a radioactive release, so the doses
reported in this SPD EIS are considered conservative.  As indicated in
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Appendix L.8.4, mitigative actions would be taken following such an accident
in accordance with EPA guidelines for nuclear accidents.  These actions
would result in lowering the actual dose to the surrounding population.  As
with any transportation accident, local, tribal, and State police, fire departments,
and rescue squads are the first to respond to accidents involving radioactive
materials.  DOE maintains eight regional coordinating offices across the
country, staffed 24 hours per day, 365 days per year, to offer advice and
assistance.  Radiological Assistance Program teams are available to provide
field monitoring, sampling, decontamination, communication, and other
services as requested.  Dose to emergency response personnel is
accident-specific and can not be globally estimated.  Responders are trained
to minimize dose.

The RADTRAN computer code evaluates the dose to the public from the
resuspension pathway by calculating a resuspension dose factor.  The
resuspension dose factor takes into account dose from deposited material
that is resuspended by various mechanisms such as wind or traffic.  The
factor is calculated using the methodology developed by NRC in the
Calculation of Reactor Accident Consequences, Appendix VI to the Reactor
Study (WASH-1400, 1975).

Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition.  Transportation of special
nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/SGT
system.  Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
fatality or release of radioactive material  Furthermore, as discussed in
Appendixes L.3.1.5 and L.3.1.6, DOE would ship all plutonium in Type B
containers which must satisfy stringent testing criteria specified in 10 CFR 71,
Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Materials.  The testing criteria
were developed to simulate severe accident conditions, including impact,
puncture, fire, and water immersion.

GEORGIA  DEPARTMENT  OF NATURAL  RESOURCES
JAMES L. SETSER
PAGE 13 OF 29



C
om

m
ent D

ocum
ents and R

esponses—
G

eorgia

3
–

1
6

1

MD322

GEORGIA  DEPARTMENT  OF NATURAL  RESOURCES
JAMES L. SETSER
PAGE 14 OF 29

26

27

28

MD322–27 MOX Approach

Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of
operating the reactors that would use MOX fuel.  Commercial reactors in the
United States are capable of safely using MOX fuel.  Modifications would
need to be made to the fuel assemblies that would be placed in the reactor
vessel to support the use of MOX fuel, but the dimensions of the assemblies
would not change.  DOE has used selection criteria in the procurement process
which ensure that the domestic, commercial reactors chosen would be capable
of safely and successfully completing the surplus plutonium disposition
program.  In addition, NRC would evaluate license amendment applications
and monitor the operation of the proposed reactors selected to use MOX
fuel.  After irradiation is complete, the spent fuel would be stored on the site
pending eventual disposal pursuant to the NWPA.

The provisions of the DOE contract with  DCS to use the Catawba, McGuire,
and North Anna reactors would not result in additional cost to the
electricity customer.

MD322–28 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

As described in Section 4.31, features are being incorporated into the designs
that would allow future deactivation and stabilization activities to be performed
more quickly and easily to reduce the risk of radiological exposure, reduce
the costs associated with long-term maintenance, and prepare the buildings
for potential future use.  Whether DOE would reuse or D&D the facilities
following surplus plutonium disposition cannot be determined at this time.
DOE will perform engineering evaluations, environmental studies, and further
NEPA review to assess the consequences of different courses of action.
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MD322–29 Immobilization

Numerous R&D studies of the immobilized plutonium forms have been
conducted by DOE and the national laboratories, in part to ensure that all
environmental health and safety requirements are met.  Several technical
studies continue.  For enhanced readability of this SPD EIS, supporting
documentation and detailed analyses of the chemical, physical, and nuclear
properties of the immobilized forms were published separately.  Information
on specific technical aspects of the immobilized forms can be found in the
following documents: (1) the immobilization data reports published in
conjunction with this SPD EIS; (2) Report on Evaluation of Plutonium Waste
Forms for Repository Disposal (DI: A-00000000-01717-5705-00009, Rev. 00A,
March 1996); (3) Immobilization Technology Down-Selection Radiation
Barrier Approach (UCRL-ID-127320, May 1997); and (4) Fissile Material
Disposition Program Final Immobilization Form Assessment and
Recommendation (UCRL-ID-128705, October 1997).  These documents are
available to the public at DOE sites and regional reading rooms; the latter two
are also available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

The airborne release fractions/rates and respirable fractions used in this
SPD EIS for accident analysis are consistent with those stated in
DOE-HDBK-3010-94, Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities.  Appendix K contains
scenario-specific summaries detailing the material at risk, damage ratios,
airborne release fractions, respirable fractions, and leakpath factors used in
the analysis of facility accidents.  Additional information supporting values
of material at risk, damage ratio, and leakpath factor can be found in the data
reports referenced in Appendix K.

MD322–30 Facility Accidents

Sabotage scenarios are considered conjecture and not reasonably foreseeable.
Although they were excluded from this SPD EIS, the results of such sabotage
(including sabotage by an “insider” and transportation incidents) would be
bounded by the accidents presented in Appendixes K and L.  The possibility
of sabotage would be controlled through the safeguards and security
provisions including security requirements associated with facility workers.
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The proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be designed
and operated in accordance with DOE Orders 470.1, Safeguards and Security
Program and 151.1, Comprehensive Emergency Management System.  The
MOX facility and proposed reactors that would use the MOX fuel would be
subject to similar NRC requirements.
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32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

MD322–31 MOX Approach

Under the hybrid alternatives analyzed, up to 33 t (36 tons) of surplus
plutonium would be made into MOX fuel.  DOE reviewed the chemical and
isotopic composition of the surplus plutonium and determined in the Storage
and Disposition PEIS ROD that about 8 t (9 tons) of surplus plutonium were
not suitable for use in making MOX fuel.  Furthermore, DOE has identified an
additional 9 t (10 tons) for a total of 17 t (19 tons) that have such a variety of
chemical and isotopic compositions that it is more reasonable to immobilize
these materials and avert the processing complexity that would be added if
these materials were made into MOX fuel.  The criteria used in this identification
included the level of impurities, processing requirements, and the ability to
meet the MOX fuel specifications.  If at any time it were determined that any
of the 33 t (36 tons) currently proposed for MOX fuel fabrication was
unsuitable, that portion would be sent to the immobilization facility.  While
there is a benefit gained from the use of this MOX fuel in domestic, commercial
reactors, the goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is not energy
recovery, but instead disposition of the plutonium in a safe, timely, and
cost-effective manner.

MD322–32 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

This comment is addressed in response MD322–28.

MD322–33 Cost

The cost analysis report, Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for
Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition (DOE/MD-0009), was issued
in July 1998.  Another report, the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs
and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013) was
issued in November 1999.  These reports are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

MD322–34 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry.  Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
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as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.  The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased.  If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Government
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract.

The utilities will continue to pay the standard surcharge per kilowatt-hour of
electricity used for spent fuel under the NWPA, as amended, regardless of
whether the spent fuel is from commercial MOX fuel or LEU fuel.  There are
no known process development costs for MOX fuel.

MD322–35 Immobilization

The immobilization analysis included in the Storage and Disposition PEIS
focused on the use of technologies that would blend the surplus plutonium
directly with either HLW glass or ceramic in a homogenous mixture.  Based
on public comments on the Storage and Disposition PEIS and technology
developments, DOE accelerated research, development, and testing of various
aspects of the can-in-canister approach to establish the optimum plutonium
concentration and chemical composition of a form that could be readily
processed, satisfy nonproliferation concerns, and perform well after
emplacement in a potential geologic repository.  Included in these efforts
were evaluations of criticality and heat transfer issues in addition to those
that had been conducted for the homogenous forms.  In the Immobilization
Technology Down-Selection Radiation Barrier Approach (UCRL-ID-127320,
May 1997), LLNL recommended that DOE pursue only the can-in-canister
immobilization approach based upon its superiority to the homogenous
approaches in terms of timeliness, higher technical viability, lower costs, and
to a lesser extent, lower environmental and health risks.  Based on further
recommendations from a committee of experts representing DOE, the national
laboratories, and outside reviewers, DOE subsequently determined that
immobilizing surplus plutonium materials would be best accomplished using
the ceramic process.  NAS is also currently studying the ability of the
immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standard, including the heat
transfer impacts of this approach.
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MD322–36 Pit Demonstration EA

There is no need for the Pit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA
(DOE/EIS-1207, August 1998) and its FONSI (August 1998) to accompany
this SPD EIS because the environmental impacts of the pit demonstration will
not affect the cumulative impacts of dispositioning surplus plutonium.  This
EA is referenced in this EIS for the purpose of keeping the decisionmaker and
the public fully informed about all aspects of the surplus plutonium
disposition program.

MD322–37 Immobilization

This SPD EIS considers the immobilization of surplus weapons-usable
plutonium in two forms, ceramic and glass; both would be produced using
similar processes based on a can-in-canister approach.  Past analyses have
indicated that both ceramic and glass would be acceptable for immobilizing
surplus plutonium.  Recently, DOE completed a series of evaluations to
determine whether the properties associated with ceramic or glass would be
better suited for immobilizing plutonium (Fissile Material Disposition
Program Final Immobilization Form Assessment and Recommendation
[UCRL-ID-128705, October 1997]).  These studies indicated that the use of
ceramic would be more resistant to the threat of theft, diversion, or reuse, due
to the greater difficulty associated with trying to chemically extract and
separate plutonium from the ceramic form than is required for the glass form.
The studies also found that ceramic form would likely be more durable over
a longer period of time under geologic repository conditions, would require
less shielding to protect workers, and would potentially provide significant
cost savings.  Only minor differences between the two forms are expected in
terms of potential environmental impacts, as described in Section 4.29.
Whereas the ceramic form would result in slightly higher potential offsite
radiological exposures from normal operations, facility accident impacts, and
water and electricity requirements, the glass form would result in higher
routine and accidental transportation impacts.  Overall radiological exposure
to workers, as well as anticipated waste types and volumes, would not be
expected to differ appreciably between the two forms.
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MD322–38 Alternatives

DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission.  The importance of cleanup at Hanford was
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities; however, no decision has been made.  While it is true
that SRS also has cleanup activities underway, SRS is preferred for the
proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience with plutonium
processing, and these facilities complement existing missions and take
advantage of existing infrastructure.

MD322–39 Lead Assemblies

At the time the SPD Draft EIS was issued, the DOE procurement process to
acquire MOX fuel fabrication and reactor irradiation services was not
completed.  DOE was unsure whether the team that would be selected would
be able to use its existing knowledge to determine MOX fuel performance, or
if the team would require lead assembly testing to ascertain fuel performance.
In consultation with DCS, the team selected during the procurement process,
DOE believes that limited lead assembly fabrication and postirradiation
examination will be required.

MD322–40 Pit Demonstration EA

Should DOE decide to build a pit conversion facility, this facility would begin
operating about 2004 by which time the pit disassembly and conversion
demonstration would be completed.  Facility design, however, would take
place during approximately 1999 through 2001.  While the pit demonstration
would continue for up to 4 years, the information from the demonstration
would be generated, gathered, and available on an ongoing basis.  This
means that information transfer regarding the fine-tuning of the operational
parameters of a pit conversion facility could be provided on a continuous
basis throughout the facility design phase.  Also, because the information
from the demonstration would be used to supplement other information
developed to support the design of a pit conversion facility, it would not be
necessary for the demonstration to be completed before beginning facility
design and construction.
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43

44

45

46

47

48

MD322–41 Waste Management

Comments on the draft and final Accelerating Cleanup: Paths to Closure
documents (DOE/EM-0342, February 1998 and DOE/EM-0362, June 1998)
are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, although Section 1.8.2 of this SPD EIS
describes the relationship between this EIS and those documents.
Section 1.8.2 states that this EIS reflects the proposals in Accelerating
Cleanup: Paths to Closure, to the extent possible, and that subsequent
versions of that document will reflect the waste management and
environmental restoration implications of the decisions made as a result of
this EIS.

MD322–42 Waste Management

DOE has recently decided to delay the construction of APSF, and the
Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS reflects modifications to disregard any
benefit to the proposed facilities of APSF being built at SRS.  Stabilization of
neptunium 237 solutions would not occur within APSF, if built, and this
process is not required to support the disposition of surplus plutonium.

MD322–43 Immobilization

This comment is addressed in responses MD322–35 and MD322–37.

MD322–44 Immobilization

DOE believes the analyses presented are adequate to support the decisions
being addressed in this SPD EIS, including the facilities’ siting.  As a means
of bounding the estimate of potential environmental impacts of the
immobilization approaches to surplus plutonium disposition, the Storage
and Disposition PEIS analyzed in detail the construction and operation of
generic homogeneous ceramic immobilization and vitrification facilities.
Although generic designs were the focus of the study, these designs were
analyzed against parameters specific to each of the candidate sites to determine
potential site-specific environmental impacts.  Several variant immobilization
technologies were also discussed in the Storage and Disposition PEIS.  The
subsequent ROD for that EIS states that DOE would make a determination on
the specific technology on the basis of “the follow-on EIS” (this SPD EIS).  In
the tiered SPD EIS, the can-in-canister approach was identified as the preferred
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immobilization technology and evaluated in detail as part of each alternative.
As a basis for evaluating the alternative immobilization technologies and
forms presented in the two documents, the environmental impacts associated
with operating the ceramic and glass can-in-canister immobilization facilities
evaluated in this SPD EIS were compared with the impacts associated with
operating the homogenous ceramic immobilization and vitrification facilities
evaluated in the Storage and Disposition PEIS.  This comparison is presented
in Section 4.29.

MD322–45 Alternatives

In Volume I, Chapter 1 discusses the purpose of the proposed action and
Chapter 2 describes the development of the alternatives.

MD322–46 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

DOE does not agree that aqueous processing for immobilization feed
preparation requires further evaluation in this SPD EIS.  In addition to higher
water consumption and waste generation cited as examples in this EIS, the
aqueous process would also present a higher potential for worker exposure
to radioactive materials and greater risk to the public.  An aqueous process
for the conversion of plutonium for immobilization would also require much
more control to provide adequate protection against proliferation and to
provide for proper oversight by IAEA.  Therefore, aqueous processing/wet
feed for immobilization is not a reasonable alternative.

MD322–47 Nonproliferation

Security for the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be
implemented commensurate with the usability of the special nuclear material
in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear device.  At any time, the total
amount of special nuclear material in each facility, or in any material balance
area within each facility, would be known and so material unaccounted for
would be avoided.  Physical inventories, measurements, and inspections of
material both in process and in storage would be used to verify inventory
records.  In addition, each of the proposed facilities includes design
requirements for space, and to varying degrees, access for an international
body to verify compliance with international nonproliferation policies.
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However, the actual implementation process for ensuring international
safeguards of the Russian and U.S. material is not as yet fully defined.  That
process is part of ongoing sensitive negotiations between the two countries.
Under the details of those negotiations,  the verification process for compliance
of the proposed facilities with international nonproliferation policy could be
conducted by a bilateral arrangement that includes access to the proposed
facilities only by members of the U.S. and Russian governments, or it could
include access to the facilities by an international body, such as IAEA.

MD322–48 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

On the basis of public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and the
analysis performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has included
plutonium polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequate
impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide.  Appendix N was deleted from
the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein were added to the
impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I.
Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts associated with
plutonium polishing.
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48

49

50

51

52

53

17

54

MD322–49 Facility Accidents

The assumed leakpath factor of 1.0× 10-5 for operational HEPA filters is
achievable and conservative.  However, this SPD EIS also analyzed a number
of accidents that involve various degrees of containment failure, including
HEPA filter failures.  Two of the most significant are the beyond-design-basis
seismic event and the beyond-design-basis fire.  Details on these and other
scenarios are provided in Appendix K and the Facility Accident sections in
Chapter 4 of Volume I.  None of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities are planning to use a sand filter, so credit has not been taken for that
in the accident analysis.

MD322–50 Alternatives

In Volume I, transportation impacts at SRS are summarized in Chapter 4 and
described in Appendix L.  Infrastructure is also discussed in Chapter 4.  As
indicated in Chapter 1 of Volume I, the existing infrastructure at SRS is one of
the reasons SRS was chosen as the preferred site for the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities.  As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities
from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle
emissions are expected.

MD322–51 Purpose and Need

Appendix E includes schedules for each of the three proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities and the lead assembly facility.  This SPD EIS
is tiered from the Storage and Disposition PEIS because the latter evaluated
the disposition of weapons-usable fissile materials at a programmatic level.
DOE committed in the ROD on the Storage and Disposition PEIS to do
follow-on, site-specific NEPA analyses to determine the exact locations for
the disposition facilities.  The Storage and Disposition PEIS considered a
broad range of technology options and candidate sites for the disposition of
surplus plutonium, and the ROD narrowed the options to those evaluated in
the SPD EIS.

The MOX approach includes the testing of up to 10 lead assemblies.
However, the facilities where these assemblies would be built and tested
already exist and can be quickly modified to support the MOX approach.
Utility acceptance has already been addressed with the award of a contract
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to DCS and the proposal to use the Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna
commercial reactors with partial MOX cores.

MD322–52 Facility Accidents

DOE agrees that accurate particle size of the MOX fuel is an important factor
in estimation of severity of facility accidents.  The issue of MOX powder
particle size was considered in the course of analysis for this SPD EIS as
documented in the memorandum, Particle Size of PuO

2
 Generated by

HYDOX-Ga Removal Process and Impact on Usability of
DOE-HDBK-3010-94 ARF and RF Values (personal communication from
J. Mishima to J. Eichner, Science Applications International Corporation,
December 15, 1997).  The conclusion was that the values in
DOE-HDBK-3010-94 were conservative and appropriate for use in the SPD EIS
analysis.  This is discussed in Appendix K.1.5.1.

MD322–53 Human Health Risk

Decisions on the repackaging of pits at Pantex have been revisited since the
SPD Draft EIS was published.  Section 2.18 and Appendix L.5.1 were revised
to incorporate a modified transportation dose analysis.  If the pit conversion
facility is located at Pantex, the dose associated with repackaging the pits for
shipment off the site could be avoided, thus eliminating approximately
10 person-rem/yr in worker exposure.

MD322–54 Human Health Risk

In the Human Health Risk portions of Section 4.32, the 10-mrem/yr limit is
described in detail.  It is stated that there is a 10-mrem/yr NESHAP dose limit
from total site airborne emissions, as required by the Clean Air Act regulations
and DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation Protection of the Public and the
Environment.
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55

56

57

58

59

60

MD322–55 Waste Management

Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potential environmental impacts of
operating the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.  As described in
Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be produced by
using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial reactors.  Spent
fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected to change
dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some of the LEU
assemblies.  Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very small fraction
of the total that would be managed at the potential geologic repository.
Issues related to a potential geologic repository for HLW and spent nuclear
fuel are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, but are being evaluated in the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic Repository for the
Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca
Mountain, Nye County, Nevada (DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999).

MD322–56 Air Quality and Noise

The sulfur dioxide emissions for the ceramic can-in-canister process are within
limits as shown in the immobilization sections of Appendix G
(e.g., Table G–9).

MD322–57 Human Health Risk

The reason for the difference in total number of person-rem between the two
sites is due to the different number of workers at SRS and Hanford.  Total
workforce dose (in units of person-rem) is calculated by multiplying the
average worker dose by the number of workers at a given site.  Thus, for SRS,
19 mrem multiplied by 12,500 workers yields 237 person-rem
(237,000 person-mrem).  At Hanford, 19 mrem multiplied by 14,000 workers
yields 266 person-rem (266,000 person-mrem).

MD322–58 Water Resources

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding contamination at
SRS.  Although beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, activities to remediate
existing contamination at SRS are ongoing.  In addition, SRS maintains an
aggressive waste minimization and pollution prevention program as described
in Section 3.5.2.7.  Analyses presented in Section 4.26.4.2 indicate that there
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would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at
SRS from construction and normal operation of the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities.  If all the proposed facilities were located at
SRS, a very small incremental annual dose to the surrounding public from
normal operations would result via radiological emission deposition on
agricultural products, fisheries, and water sources (i.e., the Savannah River).
This dose (about 1.6 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0007 percent of the radiation
dose that would be incurred annually from natural background radiation.  It
has also been estimated that a small fraction of this dose (about
0.10 person-rem/yr) would be specifically due to the consumption of aquatic
biota (fish or crustaceans) and drinking water (i.e., from the Savannah River)
from minute quantities of air deposition and/or from any potential wastewater
releases.  This estimation is based on historical characteristics associated
with F-Area releases to Savannah River outfalls.  Nevertheless, public doses
incurred from the uptake of these sources were determined to be well below
Federal, State, and local regulatory limits.

MD322–59 Facility Accidents

Appendix K.1.1.2, Uncertainties and Conservatism, presents the rationale for
preserving the consequences and frequency metrics as the primary accident
analysis results, as opposed to risk metrics.  However, to assist the interested
reader in using the results to calculate average individual risks, the discussion
of risk measures was revised to include reference to population figures,
which are needed for calculating average individual risk for those living
within 80 km (50 mi) of the site.  As discussed in Appendix K.1.1.1, average
individual risk is sensitive to the choice of the population that is included in
the calculation, so care must be taken when interpreting such results.

MD322–60 Facility Accidents

DOE-HDBK-3010-94, Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable
Fractions for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities, is the accepted standard for
determining ARF and RF values.  The values specified in that handbook are
phenomenology dependent.  Application of the values to a specific accident
scenario requires characterization of the phenomena associated with that
accident and matching of those phenomena with like phenomena in the
handbook.  Where phenomena do not match exactly, scaling of values may
be needed to better characterize the accident.  Chapter 7 of the handbook
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contains application examples that can be reviewed to clarify the appropriate
use of the values.  The recommended values in the handbook are bounding,
which adds an element of conservatism to any analysis in which they are
used but they are also considered realistic for analysis in this SPD EIS.  MAR,
DR, and LPF factors are developed purely in the context of the analyzed
accidents and do not originate from DOE-HDBK-3010-94.  Appendix K.1.5
provides information on the specific accident scenarios postulated.  Further
details are provided in the referenced data reports which are available in the
public reading rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex,
SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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61

62

MD322–61 Facility Accidents

While, from a risk standpoint, the use of an arithmetic average RF is
appropriate, the use of this method is inconsistent with the use of bounding
values from DOE-HDBK-3010-94 for other accidents.  Appendix K.1.5 was
revised to use a respirable fraction of 0.2 and an airborne release fraction
of 1.0×10-2 for aircraft debris impact into plutonium dioxide powder.

MD322–62 Facility Accidents

DOE acknowledges the comment.
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GEORGIA  SENATE
HONORABLE  CHARLES WALKER
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD53–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the pit conversion facility
at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit
conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium
processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has been
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration.  The Plutonium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses for alternatives associated with the preferred alternative, is
available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public
reading rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
Washington, D.C.

Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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GEORGIA  SENATE
HONORABLE  CHARLES W. WALKER
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1

SCD104–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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GILKISON , JOSEPH
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD54–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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WD023

HARDEMAN , JAMES C., JR.
PAGE 1 OF 5

I am pleased to have the opportunity to provide comments
to DOE on an issue of such global importance as the
disposition of weapons surplus plutonium.  The following
statements represent my personal positions on the “Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact
Statement” (DOE/EIS-0203-D), and should in no way be
construed as being representative of the positions of my
employer or any organization that I represent in any official
capacity.  All of the following comments should be
considered in the context of my personal belief that
consolidation of all aspects of the plutonium disposition
mission at a single site has decided cost, management,
environmental and safety advantages over other
alternatives.

As brought out by several commenters at public hearings on
this draft EIS, public support, or at least public acceptance,
of plutonium disposition missions will require the highest
level of public and worker safety and environmental
protection.  The overall success of plutonium disposition
missions will require that vigorous environmental
management (including both on-site and off-site
environmental monitoring) and emergency preparedness
programs are conducted as integral and vital parts of the
mission, not as “overhead” functions as they seem to be
currently viewed by DOE.  Independent participation in
these programs by agencies of affected state and local
jurisdictions is essential to their success, and DOE should
facilitate realistic participation in these programs through
new or existing Agreements in Principle (AIP’s) with
affected juristictions.

1

2

WD023–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at one site.  Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

WD023–2 DOE Policy

DOE Order 151.1, Comprehensive Emergency Management System, contains
requirements for emergency-related offsite interfaces addressing accident
conditions.  This order states that Hazards Survey/Assessment results should
be used to generate a listing of all services which may be needed to respond
to postulated accident conditions.  Examples of services which may be required
include hospitals, fire departments, law enforcement, accident investigation,
analytical laboratory services, ambulance services, coroners, suppliers,
contractors, and others.  Services needed should be checked against the
capabilities of the identified interface organizations and agencies to ensure
all are addressed.  An interface should be established with each entity from
which support will be needed and appropriate agreements prepared.  For
multiple-facility/sites, the contractor and operations/field office with site-wide
responsibility should provide centralized point of coordination.  The
agreement should contain, at a minimum, the following information (1) the
specific service to be provided; (2) point of contact and information required
to initiate the service; (3) any constraints which might preclude the
organization from meeting its obligation; (4) public information release
protocols; (5) financial arrangements, including commitments by the facility/
site to provide training, equipment, and facilities to the entity providing the
service (considerations include indemnification for injury to persons or loss
and damage to property); and (6) periodic re-examination of the provisions
and a renewal or termination date.

If a facility/site is to provide support to an offsite agency under the good
neighbor policy or through mutual aid agreements, those support interfaces
should be documented.  In addition, DOE radiological emergency response
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Public perception of the risks related to the transportation of
plutonium between DOE facilities, and public acceptance of
them, is critical to the success of the entire plutonium
disposition mission.  The existence of knowledgeable
emergency response personnel at the state and local level,
armed with both the training and equipment which would be
required to respond to a transportation incident involving
plutonium is a critical component in obtaining this public
acceptance.  State and local response personnel, however, do
not have ready access to specialized equipment and training
required to make a radiological assessment of a transportation
accident involving weapons-grade plutonium.  It is incumbent
on DOE to make such equipment and training available to
response personnel in jurisdictions through which plutonium
would be shipped under this EIS.

The EIS discusses in some detail both the postulated effects
of plutonium disposition facility accidents and accidents
during transportation of plutonium between DOE sites.  The
information presented, however, is incomplete, and does not
present a true picture of the potential severity of an accident
involving weapons grade plutonium. Some of the issues that I
feel need to be addressed in the final EIS are:

1)  The EIS does not present sufficient information regarding
the short-term and long-term effects of the deposition of
plutonium either during a transportation accident or a facility
accident.  The EIS does mention that long-term effects of
plutonium deposition, including the resuspension and

2

3

assets are available to support offsite officials in the event of a radiological
incident.  Facilities/sites should coordinate with offsite officials to provide
information on the availability and capabilities of DOE radiological emergency
response assets.  Facility/site plans should describe integrated support from
other offsite response organizations responding to emergencies.  The
organizations may include groups from outside the facility/site (emergency
planning zone) that respond under provisions of the Federal Radiological
Emergency Response Plan for radiological emergencies; the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, also known as the
National Contingency Plan, for oil and nonradiological hazardous material
emergencies; or the Federal Response Plan, if the situation is declared an
emergency or major disaster by the President.  If the county(ies) is declared
a Presidential disaster area and the Federal Response Plan is activated, FEMA
will establish a Disaster Field Office, from which Federal and State personnel
will coordinate activities.

WD023–3 Facility Accidents

Appendix K.1.4.2 provides the rationale for focusing on the inhalation
pathway when calculating plutonium dose.  This is the pathway of significance
for estimating doses due to the postulated accidents analyzed in this SPD EIS.
While these accidents would deposit plutonium on the ground, there would
be ample opportunity to interdict any potential significant doses from
resuspension or through food or water pathways.  The consequences,
therefore, would be mainly economic rather than health related.  The
transportation analysis deals with the risk of all accidents along a route,
rather than the consequences of a single accident at a specific location.
Appendix L.8.4 presents a description of the uncertainties inherent in this
approach.  Appendix L.6.3 was revised to include a description of specific
impacts of hypothetical accidents.

In general, economic costs can not be calculated with any reasonable degree
of accuracy.  Because of this, as well as the very low probability of accidents
of the magnitudes considered for purposes of analysis, the impacts on
natural-resource-related economies were regarded as beyond the scope of
analysis.  Long-term effects of contamination following a facility or
transportation accident were not analyzed in detail for this EIS because the
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HARDEMAN , JAMES C., JR.
PAGE 3 OF 5

inhalation of plutonium and the ingestion of contaminated
crops are controllable through interdiction.  In previous
discussions, DOE has indicated that it views the effects of
deposited radioactive materials as being more in the
“environmental” arena than the “emergency response” arena.
DOE should fully discuss the potential for ground
contamination resulting from facility or transportation
accidents, and discuss the short-term and long-term effects of
such contamination, including the need for interdiction of
lands and agricultural restrictions.

2)  The EIS does not discuss the potential for facility
incidents initiated by malevolent acts.  The EIS does briefly
discuss malevolent acts related to transportation of
plutonium by Safe Secure Trailer (SST), and dismisses them
with the statement that “in no instance, even in severe cases
... could nuclear explosion or permanent contamination of the
environment leading to condemnation of land occur.”  I find
this view, particularly in today’s environment of global unrest,
to be particularly troubling.  I strongly urge DOE to revisit
both the facility and transportation accident sections of the
EIS, and to specifically consider the effects of incidents
initiated by malevolent acts.  If necessary, this analysis could
be presented as a classified appendix to the final EIS and an
unclassified summary for publication.

3

4

risk would be much lower than that associated with inhalation.  Moreover,
quantitative analysis of low-level contamination would require significant
accident-, weather-, and site-specific analysis.  In the unlikely event of an
accident, DOE would thoroughly investigate potentially affected areas and
determine the need for interdiction or other specific actions.

WD023–4 Facility Accidents

The possibility of malevolent acts is controlled through the DOE safeguards
and security provisions that are associated with facility operations.  Guidance
in Recommendations for the Preparation of Environmental Assessments
and Environmental Impact Statements (DOE Office of NEPA Oversight,
May 1993) states that impacts should be analyzed if they are reasonably
foreseeable.  The definition of reasonably foreseeable requires that the analysis
is supported by credible scientific evidence, is not based on pure conjecture,
and is within the rule of reason.  Malevolent acts are considered conjecture
and were therefore excluded from analysis.  Appendix L.6.5 was revised to
expand the qualitative description of the consequences of malevolent acts
during transportation.
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 3)  The EIS does not discuss potential doses to emergency
personnel responding to either facility or transportation
accidents.  Transportation accidents pose several challenges,
particularly since Transportation Safeguards Division (TSD)
convoys no longer carry radiation detection equipment.  In
the recently published report “Independent Oversight
Evaluation of Emergency Management across the DOE
Complex” (DOE Office of Environment, Safety and Health,
July 1998), the DOE Office of Oversight notes that it took
some 20 hours for a Radiation Assistance Program (RAP)
team to determine that there had been no radiological release
from a 1996 SST accident in Valentine, Nebraska involving
nuclear weapons.  As mentioned above, state and local
response personnel do not typically have ready access to
specialized equipment required for monitoring for weapons-
grade plutonium, and the lack of a timely and credible
radiation monitoring capability may significantly hamper
response efforts, and may endanger response personnel.

4)  The above-referenced report by the DOE Office of
Oversight noted several complex-wide generic “weaknesses”
in DOE emergency preparedness, including event
classification and the determination of protective actions.
The report noted that “(t)he Savannah River Site (SRS)
emergency management program is fundamentally sound and
includes the essential elements required by DOE orders.”
The report, however, does note that “the emergency

5

6

WD023–5 Facility Accidents

The estimation of doses to emergency response personnel is not within the
scope of the SPD EIS analysis.  Response personnel are trained, protected,
monitored for exposure, and restricted to specific dose limits.  As discussed
in Appendix K.1.4.1, calculation of specific doses to emergency response
personnel is subject to the same analytical difficulties as calculation of doses
to facility workers, so is not considered meaningful.

Transportation of special nuclear materials would use DOE’s SST/SGT
system.  Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguards
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned cargo,
including pits, over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents
causing a fatality or release of radioactive material.  The shipment of nuclear
material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial carriers would be the subject
of detailed transportation plans in which routes and specific processing
locations would be discussed.  These plans are coordinated with State, tribal,
and local officials.  The shipment of waste would be in accordance with the
decisions reached on the Final Waste Management Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Managing Treatment, Storage, and
Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997)
and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2,
September 1997).  The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject
of detailed planning with DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division.  The
dates and times that specific transportation routes would be used for special
nuclear materials are classified information; however, the number of shipments
that would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS.
Additional details are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition Program
SST/SGT Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is
available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

For emergency response planning, all shipments are coordinated with
appropriate law enforcement and public safety agencies.  If requested, DOE
would assist these officials with response plans, and, if necessary, with
resources in accordance with DOE Order 5530.3, Radiological Assistance
Program.  DOE has developed and implemented a Radiological Assistance
Program to provide assistance in all types of radiological accidents.  Through
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HARDEMAN , JAMES C., JR.
PAGE 5 OF 5

operations center lacks an effective process and mechanisms
to perform timely and accurate assessments of emergency
event consequences”, and recommends that SRS “ (i)mprove
the consequence assessment process to ensure that source
term estimation, dispersion modeling, consequence
assessment, and formulation of protective actions can be
completed in a timely manner”.  The report further
recommends that SRS “(p)rovide additional policy, guidance,
and training to improve prompt and conservative
classification decision-making by responsible emergency
response organization personnel.”  The report did not
discuss emergency management capabilities at Pantex.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this
draft EIS.

James C. Hardeman, Jr.
431 Meadowfield Trail
Lawrenceville, GA  30043
hardeman@mindspring.com

6

this coordination and liaison program DOE offers in-depth briefing at the
State level.  These activities would ensure that State and local officials are
prepared for the initial response and that specialized equipment commensurate
with the potential severity of the accident would be available.  In the event of
an accident, if requested by a State, tribal, or local agency, DOE would send
a radiological monitoring assistance team from the closest of eight DOE
regional offices located across the country.

WD023–6 Facility Accidents

It is not within the scope of this SPD EIS to address independent reviews of
site-specific programmatic areas such as emergency preparedness.  The
existence of recommendations to improve what has been judged to be a
“fundamentally sound” emergency management program at SRS does not
invalidate the analyses performed for this EIS.

As part of the development of a transportation plan, details of emergency
preparedness, security, and coordination of DOE with local emergency
response authorities would be addressed before any hazardous material was
shipped.  Any additional training or equipment needed would be provided as
part of the planning process.  In addition to direct Federal assistance to State,
tribal, and local governments for maintaining emergency response programs,
there are national emergency response plans under which DOE provides
radiological monitoring and assessment assistance.  Under these plans, DOE
provides technical advice and assistance to the State, tribal, and local agencies
who might be involved in responding to a radiological incident.
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HARRISON, J. LARRY
PAGE 1 OF 4

This comment is being submitted by J., the initial J, Larry
Harrison, 4175 Quinn Court, in Evans, Georgia 30809, work
phone area code 803-208-7182.  I’m commenting on the
Surplus Plutonium Disposition, in particular, the pit
disassembly and conversion process.  Before I transferred to
the Savannah River Site in 1992, I was involved with process
development optimization for a production of commercial
nuclear fuel for over 20 years.  And despite all of the political
pressures at work in determining the location of the pit
disassembly and conversion facility, the final decision
should be made on the basis of which location will provide
the safest most efficient operation of all facilities involved in
the disposition effort.  I ‘d like to provide some input based
on my commercial nuclear fuel fabrication experience.
Though this, this experience was with uranium oxide pellets,
the only type utilized in U.S. commercial reactors for power
generation.  It is still pertinent to mixed oxide (MOX) fuel
pellets made from a blend of primarily uranium oxide with
some plutonium oxide.  I have worked for two different fuel
fabricators, one where the conversion to uranium oxide
powder was performed within the same facility as the fuel
fabrication and another where the conversion process was
located several hundred miles away from the fuel fabrication
plant.  The problems observed with the latter situation brings
to mind some factors which need to be considered when
selecting a site for the conversion facility.  The manufacture
of nuclear fuel is very difficult and an exacting process.  The

1

PD058–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting both the pit
conversion and MOX facilities at SRS.  DOE appreciates the commentor
sharing technical reasons for collocating the pit conversion and MOX
facilities, based on many years of working in fuel fabrication.  As indicated in
the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because
the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities
complement existing missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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final acceptance or rejection of fuel may hinge on the particle
side of distribution of the starting powder, parts per million
of impurities, the impurity of the atmosphere gas in the
furnace used to thermally treat the pellets, or a few ten
thousandths of an inch in the pellet diameters after grinds, is
to name just a few variables.  Properties of oxide powder
have a significant impact on the process fuel in fabricating
pellets.  It is difficult to write specifications for the powder
to cover all variables which can impact the pelleting process
and ultimately the acceptability of the fuel.  It is a
combination of the powder properties and variables and
pelleting process which determine the final pellet
characteristics.  With MOX fuel the powder properties are
particularly important as the blend of uranium and plutonium
oxides must be extremely uniform.  It is also difficult to
perform testing in a lab scale equipment and reliably predict
the outcome when the same material is processed through a
production line because of many variables which influence
final pellet characteristics.  Location of the conversion
facility in close proximity to the MOX fabrication plant
would provide the opportunity for testing of material when
needed.  A hypothetical situation might be a batch of
plutonium oxide powder which is barely out of specification.
If a sample can be run through the nearby MOX facility and
is determined acceptable pellets can be made, the cost of
scraping and remaking powder can be avoided.  This

1
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potential would not exist if the conversion and MOX plants
are hundreds of miles apart.  Due to the safety and security
concerns associated with transporting plutonium, it would
not be practical to build a MOX production line at the
conversion facility solely for testing purposes.  Due to the
difficulty in detecting subtle changes in plutonium oxide
powder properties, the problem may not be detected until the
material is processed in the MOX facility.  If the conversion
facility site is distant from the MOX plant there will probably
be more material in the “pipeline” with the same problem than
if, if operations were adjacent to each other, again, due to the
problems associated with transporting plutonium.  DOE
should carefully consider what capabilities are needed for
purification, if any, to make acceptable plutonium oxide
powder for fabricating commercial nuclear fuel and whether
that processing is performed at the conversion or MOX
facility or both.  Also the capability to recycle and purify
MOX scrap must be addressed.  There are advantages in
locating the purification capabilities at the conversion facility,
and, if aqueous versus dry purification is deemed necessary,
SRS is the obvious choice for conversion due to the existing
capability to handle associated waste streams, while Pantex
has none.  Other considerations in selecting the pit
disassembly and conversion site is analyzing the risks and
costs associated with transporting plutonium in a form of pits
to SRS, if the facility is located there versus transporting
plutonium oxide from Pantex to SRS if the facility is at Pantex.

1



S
urplus P

lutonium
 D

isposition F
inal E

nvironm
ental Im

pact S
ta

tem
ent

3
–

1
8

8

PD058

HARRISON, J. LARRY
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Also even though there is a lot of experience with
fabrication of MOX fuel outside the U.S., the plutonium
oxide source was the recycle process versus weapons
material.  This difference will almost assuredly have some
impact on MOX fuel fabrication require additional process
development.  This is another reason for co-locating the
conversion and the MOX fuel fabrication facilities.  Given
that SRS is the site of choice for the MOX facility, above
reasons and others clearly show that the pit disassembly
and conversion should be located there also.  I will submit a
written copy of this by mail.  Thank you very much.  Bye.

1
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HYDE PARK  AND ARAGON PARK  IMPROVEMENT  COMMITTEE , INC.
CHARLES N. UTLEY
PAGE 1 OF 2

1

2

3

4

5

SCD11–1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  The proposed facilities would be
built and operated based on a competitive contract award.  DOE would defer
to the winning contractors to hire and train the people needed to build and
operate the proposed facilities.  As such, DOE cannot mandate that all the
positions be filled by people living within the Central Savannah River Area,
but it is likely that many of the positions would be filled by local hires.

SCD11–2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern that the surplus plutonium
disposition program has the support necessary to reach completion.  The
U.S. Congress will continue to appropriate the funds necessary to honor the
agreements made by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin regarding mutual reduction
of plutonium stockpiles.  When the missions have been completed and the
surplus plutonium disposition facilities are no longer needed, deactivation
and stabilization would be performed.  As discussed in Section 4.31, features
are being incorporated into the designs that would allow future deactivation
and stabilization activities to be performed more quickly and easily to reduce
the risk of radiological exposure; reduce the costs associated with long-term
maintenance; and prepare the buildings for potential future use.  DOE will
evaluate options for D&D or reuse of the proposed facilities at the end of the
surplus plutonium disposition program.  At that time, DOE will perform
engineering evaluations, environmental studies, and further NEPA review to
assess the consequences of different courses of action.

SCD11–3 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about transportation. As
described in Appendix L.3.3, transportation of nuclear materials would be
performed in accordance with all applicable DOT and NRC transportation
requirements.  Interstate highways would be used, and population centers
avoided, to the extent possible.

The transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed
planning with DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division.  The dates and
times that specific transportation routes would be used for special nuclear
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HYDE PARK  AND ARAGON PARK  IMPROVEMENT  COMMITTEE , INC.
CHARLES N. UTLEY
PAGE 2 OF 2

materials are classified information; however, the number of shipments that
would be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS.  Additional
details are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT
Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on
the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

Transportation of special nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would
use DOE’s SST/SGT system.  Since the establishment of the DOE
Transportation Safeguards Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has
transported DOE-owned cargo over more than 151 million km (94 million mi)
with no accidents causing a fatality or release of radioactive material.  As
indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents
or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.

SCD11–4 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding worker safety at
SRS.  The health and safety of both workers and the public is a priority of the
surplus plutonium disposition program.  DOE would comply with all pertinent
Federal, State, and local laws and regulations and would meet all required
standards.  Chapter 5 summarizes the pertinent environmental regulations
and permits required by the surplus plutonium disposition program.

SCD11–5 DOE Policy

It is not DOE’s intention to make SRS a permanent storage site for surplus
plutonium disposition material.  MOX fuel would be transported to commercial
reactors to be used.  The resulting spent fuel would be temporarily stored at
the reactor sites until it is sent to a potential geologic repository for permanent
disposal.  Immobilized plutonium would be temporarily stored at SRS until it
is sent to a potential geologic repository for permanent disposal as and when
the repository becomes operational.  For purposes of this SPD EIS, DOE has
prepared a separate EIS, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a Geologic
Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level
Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada
(DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventual
closure of a potential geologic repository.
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I NGHAM , ROBERT
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD64–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s views on the value of public awareness
in connection with the surplus plutonium disposition program.  DOE used
several means to solicit comments on the surplus plutonium disposition
program from the public; State, local, and tribal officials; special interest
groups; and other interested parties.  These include mail, a toll-free telephone
and fax line, and the MD Web site.  In addition, DOE has conducted public
hearings in excess of the minimum required by NEPA regulations on the
weapons-usable fissile materials disposition program and discussed materials
disposition in many other public forums.  Moreover, MD has produced fact
sheets, videos, reports, and other information on issues related to surplus
fissile materials disposition to enable the public to participate in a
meaningful way.
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I NTERNATIONAL  BROTHERHOOD  OF ELECTRICAL  WORKERS
T. S. YARBROUGH
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD10–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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PD001

My name is Joan King.  I’m living in White County, North
Georgia.  I followed nuclear issues for some time and have
attended numerous DOE hearings.  I’m familiar with the
disposition problem.  I’ve been down to Savannah, down to
Augusta when they were discussed and I am opposed to
using MOX fuel.  I think this is a very slippery path that will
lead to many many more problems in the future.  I know we
have to dispose of this stuff.  I think we have the ability to
glassify it to do a number of things.  I know the government
promises a once through process but there is no way they
can control this in the future.  We don’t have the
institutional consistency to be able to assure people that
this will take place.

We need to immobilize this in glass and get it underground.
We do not need to promote the nuclear industry by giving
them another form of fuel.  That if heading toward a
plutonium economy which will be disastrous for the rest of
the world and for future generations.  My number is area
code 706-878-3459.  I appreciate this and I am going to try
follow it up with a fax to restate these so you will have a
hard copy for the record.  Thank you very much.  Bye.

1

2

PD001–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition.  Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potential
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.  The hybrid
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excess
plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel.  The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium
to produce new fresh fuel).  The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons.  To this end, surplus
plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the MOX facility would
be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions: construction
would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

PD001–2 Alternatives

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry.  Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.



S
urplus P

lutonium
 D

isposition F
inal E

nvironm
ental Im

pact S
ta

tem
ent

3
–

1
9

4

FD001

K ING, JOAN O.
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

2

FD001–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition.  Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potential
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.  The hybrid
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excess
plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel.  The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium
to produce new fresh fuel).  The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons.  To this end, surplus
plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the MOX facility would
be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions: construction
would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by the
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

FD001–2 DOE Policy

For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating
reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation
would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.
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L OWER SAVANNAH  COUNCIL  OF GOVERNMENTS
HONORABLE  W. H. BURKHALTER  ET AL .
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD87–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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L OWER SAVANNAH  COUNCIL  OF GOVERNMENTS
HONORABLE  S. J. ROBINSON ET AL .
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD07–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for the pit conversion facility
at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit
conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium
processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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L OWRY, GREG
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD55–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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L OWRY, NANCY J.
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD56–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD94

M ILTON , LARRY
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD94–1 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

Use of the F-Canyon at SRS to convert plutonium for use in either the
immobilization or MOX facilities would require reconfiguring the canyon and
keeping it in operation for another 10 years or more.  DOE has already made
a commitment to the public, the U.S. Congress, and DNFSB to shut the
canyon down.  DOE presented the SRS Chemical Separation Facilities
Multi-Year Plan to Congress in 1997.  This plan provides the DOE strategy
for the expeditious stabilization of SRS nuclear materials in accordance with
DNFSB Recommendation 94-1, and provides for the early stabilization of
certain limited quantities of plutonium materials from RFETS.  Once this
stabilization effort is complete, the canyon would be shut down and D&D
activities would begin.

The Storage and Disposition PEIS evaluated a homogenous ceramic
immobilization facility that used an aqueous plutonium conversion process
similar to that used in the SRS canyons.  As shown in Section 4.29 of this
SPD EIS, this process would require much larger quantities of water and
other resources, and generate significantly more waste (between 2 and
191 times more depending on the waste category [see Table 4–224]) than the
proposed processes included in this EIS.  Based on this information, the
aqueous plutonium conversion process was not considered to be reasonable
and was eliminated from further study in this EIS.
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NOAH, CHRISTOPHER
PAGE 2 OF 4

1

SCD31–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is
preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience
with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing missions
and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.
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NSC DISCOVERY CENTER, INC
PHYLLIS  H. HENDRY
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD04–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD02

SEWARD, BLAKE
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

2

SCD02–1 Facility Accidents

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding aircraft accidents.
Decreases in aircraft crash frequency in this SPD EIS relative to other
documents such as the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated Storage with
Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225, November 1996) are largely
due to the smaller effective target area of the pit conversion and MOX facilities
as compared with the entirety of Zone 4 or Zone 12.  The possibility of
plutonium powder processing is indeed new at Pantex, and this EIS addresses
this concern in the accident analysis primarily in the higher fraction of material
that becomes airborne as a result of the hypothesized accidents.  The resulting
potential impacts will be considered in the decisionmaking process.

SCD02–2 Facility Accidents

The primary basis for the accident analysis is Recommendations for the
Preparation of Environmental Assessments and Environmental Impact
Statements (DOE Office of NEPA Oversight, May 1993).  The methodology
is based on that outlined in Preparation Guide for U.S. Department of Energy
Nonreactor Nuclear Facility Safety Analysis Reports
(DOE-STD-3009-94, 1994).  In accordance with that standard, radiological
releases were analyzed in terms of the specific release phenomenology as
documented in Airborne Release Fractions/Rates and Respirable Fractions
for Nonreactor Nuclear Facilities (DOE-HDBK-3010-94, October 1994).
Standard Review Plan for the Review of Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear
Power Plants (NUREG-0800, July 1981), is not directly applicable to
nonreactor facilities.
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SCD66

SHERER, CAMERON
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

SCD66–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is
preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience
with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing missions
and take advantage of existing infrastructure.  Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.
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1

SCD20–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplus
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS.  Further, DOE appreciates the support
it has received from the local communities surrounding the candidate sites
for the proposed facilities.  As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is
preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive experience
with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing missions
and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
the SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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PAGE 1 OF 2

1

2

3

4

5

MD176–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE strives to control costs in implementing the NEPA process.  This SPD EIS
was prepared in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et
seq.) and related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR 1500
through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).

MD176–2 DOE Policy

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
the surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and
timely manner.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program at
SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports,
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD176–3 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern that a high percentage of the
nation’s plutonium might be concentrated at any one site.  As summarized in
the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD, the nonproliferation assessment
concluded that each of the options under consideration for plutonium
disposition could potentially provide high levels of security and safeguards
and effective international monitoring for nuclear materials during the
disposition process thus mitigating the risk of theft.  Accordingly, the proposed
DOE surplus plutonium disposition facilities are all at locations where
plutonium would have the levels of protection and control required by
applicable DOE safeguards and security directives.  Safeguards and security
programs would be integrated programs of physical protection, information
security, nuclear material control and accountability, and personnel assurance.
Security for the proposed facilities would be implemented commensurate
with the usability of the material in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear
device.  Physical barriers; access control systems; detection and alarm
systems; procedures, including the two-person rule (which requires at least
two people to be present when working with special nuclear materials in the
facility); and personnel security measures, including security clearance
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investigations and access authorization levels, would be used to ensure that
special nuclear materials stored and processed inside are adequately protected.
Closed-circuit television, intrusion detection, motion detection, and other
automated materials monitoring methods would also be employed.
Furthermore, the physical protection, safeguards, and security for the MOX
facility and domestic, commercial reactors would be in compliance with NRC
regulations.

MD176–4 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the MOX approach.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD176–2.

MD176–5 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD176–2.




